1
INTRODUCTION

For a previous overview I chose the title Where is Lowland Maya Archaeology
Headed? (Marcus, 1995a) . It seemed a reasonable question, because at that moment it was unclear whether Maya archaeology would go scientific or humanistic. So strong was the tug of war between these approaches in anthropology that at least one department, that of Stanford, actually split into two programs.
We now know the answer to my question: during the last decade, Mayanists headed off in three directions. Some redoubled their interest in traditional anthropological topics such as the nature of political economies, the emergence of sociopolitical hierarchies, the identification of primary and secondary state formation, the everyday life of commoners, and the evolutionary impact of warfare. Others chose hard-science questions of wetland management, tropical deforestation, climate change, the DNA profiles of long-dead Maya, and the use of isotopic analyses to reconstruct both ancient diet and region of origin. Still a third group found the trendy themes of the 1980s postmodernist anthropology irresistible, seeking to make a contribution to agency, practice theory, performance, resistance, gender, and power.
Fortunately, these divergent approaches did not split Maya archaeology into separate programs. Indeed, many scholars continue to integrate scientific and humanistic data (Bell et al., 2003; Brady and Ashmore, 1999; Braswell, 2003; Dunning et al., 1999; Fash, 1994 Fash, , 2001 Fash and Andrews, in press; Fash and Sharer, 1991; Hammond, 1991 Hammond, , 1999 Sabloff, 1990 Sabloff, , 2003 Scarborough, 1998; Sharer, 1994 Sharer, , 1996 Sheets, 1992 Sheets, , 2002 . This integration of science and humanism has deep roots in Mesoamerican research. One could point to many holistic attempts to combine archaeology, cultural geography, epigraphy, ethnography, ethnohistory, ethnoscience, geoscience, iconography, and/or linguistics (Atran, 1999; Atran et al., 1999 Atran et al., , 2002 Atran and Ukan Ek', 1999; Berlin et al., 1974; Berlin and Berlin, 1996, 1998; Bricker and Vail, 1997; Feinman, 1997; Hunn, 1977; Kepecs, 1997a,b; Marcus, 1982; Marcus and Flannery, 1996; Puleston, 1977; ReichelDolmatoff, 1976; Vogt, 1964 Vogt, , 1994 Willey, 1980; Williams, 1980 Williams, , 1981 .
As for some of the newest approaches to Maya archaeology, the critical question is whether or not the archaeological record really provides enough data to apply them. While examples of resistance, power, and gender relations can certainly be gleaned from historical texts, it is not clear that they can be deduced from the average archaeological site without injecting a great deal of imagination.
The situation is somewhat different when it comes to hard-science approaches involving bone apatite, tooth enamel, collagen, and isotopic analysis. Here there are very impressive physical and chemical data provided by specialists. The question is whether an archaeologist, usually untrained in those disciplines, can fully assess what the range of results mean, or can truly collect a representative sample of individuals for each time period. Regardless of the potential problems, however, an exciting new line of evidence is emerging. Many of the biochemical approaches complement the studies of the plant and animal remains; they are showing us differences in diet between men and women, and between elite and commoners (Ambrose and Katzenberg, 2000; Gerry, 1993; Gerry and Chesson, 2000; Lentz, 1991; Powis et al., 1999; White, 1999; White et al., 2001; Whittington and Reed, 1997a,b) . Many of the same human skeletons sampled for trace elements are also revealing unexpected evidence of trauma and violence, making clearer the nature and frequency of warfare in Maya society (Buikstra et al., 2003; Massey and Steele, 1997, pp. 76-77; Saul and Saul, 1991, pp. 148-152; 1997, pp. 43-44) .
